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The  term 'public  programming’,  in  use  at  least  since  the  1990s,  has  recently  re-emerged  as  a
framework to speak about the pedagogical initiatives across various public cultural institutions in
the  European  context  and  beyond.  It  continues  legacies  from  gallery  education,  new
institutionalism, and independent pedagogic projects, which have contributed to productions by, and
formations of, art audiences. Reminiscent of the interventions of public programming in the 1970s
and early 1980s, the re-vitalised form now also provides a space of intervention in public questions
affecting the broader body politic.  However, the democratic and critical premises that were the
basis  of  a  publicly  produced  culture  are  now being  undone,  caught  in  the  paradoxes  of  post-
democratic institutions and under the pervasive push of event economies. Moreover, the prospect of
Europe as a space for a more just political organisation is deteriorating, leaving many with a sense
of a missed opportunity and missing potential.  Starting from these considerations, the study day
will  examine  public  programming  from  the  perspective  of  its  legacies  and  the  current
responsibilities  faced  by  artists,  curators  and  educators  using  this  framework  for  their  public
intellectual activities. Through conversations and round tables, we will seek possible answers to the
question: Could public programme activities invent alternative trajectories for a European project
building on our collective democratic aspirations?
A research project initiated by Valeria Graziano. 
Organized  with  the  support  of  the  Socially  Engaged  Practices  Research  Cluster at  Middlesex
University,  in  collaboration  with  Nottingham  Contemporary (Janna  Graham)  and  Goldsmiths
(Susan Kelly). 
Assistant researchers: Felicity Allen and Valerio del Baglivo. 
SCHEDULE
12.00 – 12.30 Introduction: Valeria Graziano
What's On. An ethology of public programming. 
12.30 – 1.30 Democracy, Discipline and Participation. Facilitator: Graeme Evans
Alana Jelinek: The relationship between the discipline of art and democracy
Can it be said that there is an inherent relationship between (the discipline of) art and the ideal of a 
(liberal) democracy, understood as freedom and equality? If so, what strategies can practitioners use
to reassert or reframe our practice in these terms? With the recent and generalised internalisation of 
neoliberal values by artists (among others), can asserting our disciplinarity be used as a bulwark 
against the variously undemocratic institutions of which we are constituent? Perhaps more than a 
bulwark, can we understand disciplinarity as offering a way of navigating these pressures?
Ben Cranfield: After the Archon, or, towards a shared inheritance of the in-between
Much is made of Derrida’s footnote in Archive Fever where he states that ‘effective democratisation
can always be measured by this essential criterion: the participation in and the access to the 
archive.’ But is it simply the technical accessibility of the archive that acts as guarantor and sign of 
democracy? Or might truly democratic spaces require non-authoritarian ways of configuring and 
engaging with the archive? Drawing on my work with the archives of arts institutions and an on-
going collaboration with the artist collective Fourthland, I want to explore how the archive might 
offer up examples of, and provide a space for, cultural practices of the in-between that defy singular
ownership and authority.
1.30 – 2.30 Lunch
2.30 – 3.30 Disturbing Discourses. Facilitator: Valerio Del Baglivo
Susan Kelly: Publics and Publicness // The University vs the The Public Programme
One of the claims made for public programming is that museums and galleries can provide 
alternative spaces to to the university in which to produce knowledge and test ideas. Indeed, Peter 
Osborne has suggested that museums and galleries are one of the only places truly public discourse 
can now take place. In my brief presentation, I would like to look at the relationship between the 
discursive spaces of the museum/ gallery and the art school & university. What notions of 
publicness, democracy and knowledge production are at work in this juxtaposition and how might 
the realm of public programming intervene or provide a supplement to the contemporary crisis of 
higher education?
Paul Goodwin: Public Programming and Caribbean Discourse
This presentation will address how critical thinking from the Caribbean has played a central role in 
contemporary art’s engagement with emerging global modernities. Concepts such as ‘creolisation’, 
‘cross-cultural’ and ‘opacity’ have a particular resonance and genealogy in what Edouard Glissant 
calls ‘Caribbean discourse’ – a way of thinking through world-relation and the de-territorialisations 
of race, history and identities that emerged from the maelstrom of the post Atlantic slave trade 
Caribbean as a laboratory of world cultures. I will tentatively speculate how certain concepts 
developed in the work of writers such as Glissant and Wilson Harris – in the context of critical 
epistemologies from the ‘Global South’ – have and can contribute to emancipatory perspectives in 
public programming, curating and museology in a ‘missing Europe’.
3.30 – 3.35 Break
3.35 – 4.35 Curatorial Contradictions. Facilitator: Felicity Allen
Janna Graham: The Problem with Platforms: Public Programming at the Juncture of 
Possible and Impossible Publics
This discussion will highlight contradictions linked with contemporary practices of public program-
ming, which at once propose to enact the public sphere as a site for social change and at the same 
time pose a prime example of post-fordist dynamics in which spectacles of discourse are divorced 
from committed action, what theorist Paulo Virno describes as ‘publicness without a public sphere’.
How do we mark the difference between public programming’s multiple genealogies in 
emancipatory adult education and in neoliberalism’s proliferation of dis-ingenuous platforms for 
participation and discussion? How does this struggle manifest in contemporary practice?
Jason Bowman: Getting Engaged: betrothal, betrayal and equal marriage
This presentation will reflect on Jason E Bowman’s experience of being commissioned, as an artist, 
by the Head of Public Engagement on behalf of Manchester’s Whitworth Art Gallery, a university 
gallery. From 2009-10 Bowman employed quasi-curatorial and processual practices that sought to 
‘reach out’ to Manchester’s LGBTQ communities, as requested by the institution. In doing so he 
confronted multiple challenges that suggested divisionary ideologies in the apparatuses of the 
organisation. Bowman will think through the commissioning as a process of knowledge production;
the implications of and for ‘the curatorial’ when implemented by an artist, and how the institution 
may struggle with the implications of both when the results of ‘engagement’ demand disengaging 
from the dominant practices of a university gallery.
4.35 – 4.40 Break
4.40 – 6.00 Final Considerations. Facilitator: Valeria Graziano
Group discussions and plenary.
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Jason E. Bowman is an artist with a curatorial practice, writer, researcher and visual arts 
consultant. He is MFA: Fine Art Programme Leader at Valand Academy, University of Gothenburg. 
He is a member of the working group for PARSE (Platform for Artistic Research Sweden) for 
which he co-edited an edition of the PARSE Journal on Value (2016) with Suhail Malik and Andrea 
Phillips. He was affiliated as a researcher to the EU project, NEARCH (New Scenarios for a 
Community Involved Archeology) (2013-15) and a researcher on the Swedish Research Council 
Funded Project, Trust and Unfolding Dialogue in Contemporary Art  (2011-14). He edited the 
publication, Esther Shalev-Gerz The Contemporary Art of Trusting Uncertainties and Unfolding 
Dialogues (Art and Theory, Stockholm, 2014). His current research seeks to contribute new 
knowledge of Fine Art practice and its effects, through researching how artistic practice is 
assembled, expanded and stretched by the ‘the artist-curator’ within the cultures of self-
organisation. This project, Stretched, is co-researched with Drs. Mick Wilson and Julie Crawshaw.
Ben Cranfield is a lecturer in Cultural Studies and Director of the PhD in Humanities and Cultural 
Studies, Birkbeck. He is currently working on a book project titled With Time: Curating the 
Contemporary in Post-War Britain. His work investigates the relationship between curatorial 
practice, the histories and politics of art institutions, archives and experimental art practice.  Recent 
articles have been published in Tate Papers, The Journal of Visual Culture and The Journal of 
Curatorial Studies.
Paul Goodwin is a curator, researcher and urban theorist based in London. He held the post of 
curator of cross cultural programmes in the Learning Department at Tate Britain from 2008-2012. 
He is currently based at University of the Arts London, Chelsea where he is director of TrAIN, UAL
Research Centre for Transnational Art, Identity and Nation.
Janna Graham is an educator, curator and researcher based in the UK. With others she founded the
Centre for Possible Studies, an offsite arts education and research project supported by Serpentine 
Galleries where local groups come together with artists and university-based researchers to 
challenge aspects of the local development process. She is now Head of Public Programmes and 
Research at Nottingham Contemporary, where she is working with others to develop projects at the 
intersection of art and contemporary problematics including racism, environmental toxicity, 
institutionality and housing. Janna is a member of the international sound art and education group 
Ultra-red and was a founding member of the Another Roadmap for Arts Education network.
Alana Jelinek has been an artist for nearly 30 years, exhibiting in Europe, Asia and Australasia and 
working in variety of media including painting, collaborations, novel-writing, film and performance
to explore colonialism, post-colonialism and neocolonialism. Her PhD, across Art History and Fine 
Art Practice, investigated 'art as a democratic act' and researched the first 6 years of Tate Modern's 
history to explore the effects of exogenous pressures applied to curators and institutions that militate
against artistic and curatorial values. A much revised version was later published, as 'This is Not 
Art: Activism and other Not Art' (IBTauris 2013). Since 2009, Alana has been working with the 
Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology, University of Cambridge on two consecutive long-term
inter- and multi-disciplinary projects.
Susan Kelly is currently Lecturer in Fine Art and Course Leader BA Fine Art and History of Art at 
Goldsmith’s Univeristy, London. Susan Kelly’s research looks at relationships between art and 
micropolitics, rhetoric and practices of organisation in situations where questions are asked and 
answers are given. She make performances, public time-based work, installations and videos, and 
writes and publishes and convenes events and performative investigations. She works both 
independently and collectively with the Micropolitics Research Group and the Carrot Workers 
Collective among others. Over the last nine years Susan Kelly has shown my work in Belfast, New 
York, Toronto, Helsinki, Prague, Dublin, St Petersburg, Krasnoyarsk, Tallin. Zagreb, and elsewhere.
Hosts’ Biographies
Valeria Graziano is a cultural theorist, practitioner and educator whose research is mainly 
concerned with inventing postwork alternatives. She is currently a Postdoctoral Research Fellow at 
Middlesex University. She holds a PhD in Critical Organization Theory (2014) from Queen Mary 
University London, which was supported by a scholarship by the same university. Her current 
research considers the various meanings of the concept of ‘prefigurative practices’ and the role of 
imaginal procedures within the organizational lives of collectives. Valeria co-directed Summer 
Drafts - Laboratories of Transversal Vivacity (2008-2012) and has been active within the 
Micropolitics Research Group and the Radical Education Forum.
Felicity Allen is an artist and writer whose practice traverses the studio, the social and the 
institutional. Her series of Dialogic Portraits projects, produced in a range of media, models this, 
including Life Painting commissioned in 2015 by Turner Contemporary. Leading the Education 
department at Tate Britain (2003-2010), she developed cross cultural strategies and conducted a 
durational project Nahnou-Together with colleagues in Amman, Damascus and London. ‘Situating 
Gallery Education’ came out in 2007 and, from her guest scholarship at the Getty Research Institute
(2012+), several articles were published including ‘What Does Globalisation Mean for Education in
the Art Museum?’. Education (Documents of Contemporary Art) was published in 2011 by 
MIT/Whitechapel. In 2016 at Middlesex University she completed her doctorate, Creating the 
‘Disoeuvre’: Interpreting Feminist Interventions as an Expanded Artistic Practice in Negotiation 
with Art’s Institutions.
Valerio Del Baglivo is a freelance curator, educator and perennial collaborator based in London. He
completed Curatorlab, an independent curatorial course at Konstfack University (2011), and is now 
completing a PhD Programme at Middlesex University with a research focused on public 
engagement and experimental pedagogy in self-initiated art institutions. He  participated in 
international residency programs at The Banff Centre in Banff, ICC at Gwangju Biennale in South 
Korea, Wysing Art Centre in Cambridge, at Futura in Prague and at The Luminary in Missouri. He 
was curator at Isola Art Center in Milan between 2009-10, and since then he has curated exhibitions
and projects for organizations such as, Apexart - NY, Kunstverein – Milan Konsthall C - Stockholm,
Apexart - NY, Kunstverein – Milan, WUK- Vienna.
Graeme Evans is Professor of Urban Cultures and Design at Middlesex University School of Art &
Design. He has held professorships at Brunel University (Design), LondonMet (Cities Institute) and
Central St Martins. He also holds the chair in Culture & Urban Development at Maastricht 
University. Prior to academe he was director of an inner city arts centre, Inter-Action, and the 
London Association of Arts Centres. He has undertaken successive studies and guidance for the 
Culture Ministry, Arts Councils, Council of Europe and OECD on cultural policy, the creative 
industries and urban culture, including Culture’s Contribution to Regeneration, Social Impacts of 
the Arts, Cultural Mapping, and Place Making. He is currently leading two AHRC-funded research 
projects under the Connected Communities programme.
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Notes from the Study Day 
by Valeria Graziano
Introductory address – What’s On? by Valeria Graziano (see separate essay).
Alana JENELIK , who works as an artist in the context of an Anthropology and
Archaeology museum since 2009, spoke about the need of defining key tropes
for the field and for imagining what museums could be like in the future. Among
the definitions that would be important to share, she listed ‘democracy’ as
particularly important, to be thought not as a mechanism for voting but as a key
component of ‘equality’, or the freedom to be oneself, and ‘pluralism’, the
agreement that is not necessary to agree. Such classical liberal values are
jeopardised by the neo-liberal version of governance that permeates museum
institutions at present. In neo-liberalism, the core principle becomes the “believe
that markets are the most appropriate form for what needs to be provided in
society”. Since the 2000s, such view has increasingly gained traction, re-shaping
artists’ practices amongst broader social relations. While artists do not
necessarily agree with this vision, they are often presented by only two choices:
either populism, ensuring that a lot of audiences will come to see the work, or
avant-gardism, where a few people will have the means, cultural or economical,
to access the work. Jelinek was sceptical of the notion of the avant-garde and its
effectiveness in today’s context, reminding us of the military origin of the term
and the presupposition of being in front of others that it entails. Rather than a
new avant-garde, then, she is interested in processes that lead people to
understand how they shape society whatever they do. By embodying our
pluralism in public contexts, she explained, we have a chance of instantiate
democracy, and this should be the duty of the arts. Art as a discipline, both as a
professionalised field and as a subject that is taught, has to reclaim a language
and key terms away from their neoliberal inflections, to strategically produce
leverage. She addressed the importance of critiquing neoliberalism in the
curriculum. The sector often reproduces the dichotomies set up by dominant
discourse. Despite a widespread fantasy in the art field that the arts are open to
anyone, the very framing of art as a discipline sets it up against non-disciplines.
At the same time, if we proclaim that ‘everyone is an artist’ we risk loosing the
meaning of art as a practice. At the moment, rather than being a self-affiliation
(‘you are an artist if you identify as such’), the system is set up so that it is the
market or the state that decides. Therefore, Jelinek suggested we could perhaps
change the notion of art as a ‘discipline’ with art as a ‘politics’. In other words, to
act under the name of ‘art’ opens up specific conditions for operating.
Ben CRANFIELD’s presentation focused instead on ‘how can we use archives to
re-enforce the discourse of the institution?’ In his beautifully written
intervention he discussed the Utopia season at Somerset House, of which the
project Storm was part, a project that asked ‘ what comes out of chaos?’
The notion of the fragment is important for Cranfield. At times, a fragment is
‘elevated to truth’, and collecting them allows us to perceive that each bears a
piece of the truth. In reference to Derrida, the second point of the relation with
the archive has to do with the importance of participation and access. Access
alone in fact is not enough. Participation in the archive is linked with a manner of
formation, both of the archive and of those who compose it. As a third point of
his address, Cranfield focused on the role of the archive for maintain and
creating cultural bonds. Building upon Chantal Mouffe’s critique of direct
democracy and exodus as the basics for an emancipatory politics, he stressed the
ever-present role of the battle for hegemony. In this perspective, the archive
becomes the shared place of reflection of a collectivity, through its ‘exemplary’
function – that is, to provide key tropes and instances of recollection for a shared
memory. The archive thus becomes a way of talking about events without
operating a cut between their content and their infrastructure.
Susan KELLY begun by addressing the phenomenon of ‘knowledge economies’
so central in public programming. Why, she asked, are artists reading Chantal
Mouffe? Art is emerging as a space of free discourse, but this is not without
contradictions. For instance, while discourse moves more centrally in the
mechanisms of art institutions, universities are also beginning to stage their own
public programmes as event lectures series. Who funds these things? The answer
is either debt of students or financial capital. Yet, both of these forces are often
kept apart form the institutional frameworks that host public programmes. What
is needed to address such split condition are bottom-up processes of
understanding how the institutions that host critical discourse operate. Kelly’s
example was the Participatory People’s Tribunal, held at Goldsmiths University
last September. In contrast to much public programmes, the topic of the event
was the institution itself, explored in its various dimensions. Among the various
subjects discussed on the day, there were a session of forensic accounting that
revealed that . of board members of the university are involved in property
speculation and a session revealing the troubling severity of an expanding
mental health crisis impacting students and staff. Reference points for the
tribunal were consciousness-raising methodologies that find a new meaning and
strength as counter techniques to the statistical data that are often the primary
tools for institutional knowledge and enquiry. Kelly continued by addressing the
contradiction between the proliferation of public programmes of debates and
lectures on the one hand, and the ongoing attack to the humanities and the arts,
and more broadly, cultures of the lect. ‘Why are we loosing?’ The problem, for
Kelly, is a pedagogical one: while critical theory is circulating, its constituent
powers get frozen, lost. Case in point, the most critical academics did not get
involved in the tribunal; many said they were too busy (writing critical books?).
To prioritize one kind of work over another, however, is already a political act
full of consequences. The current modality of practicing critical theory is leading
us into what Colectivo Situaciones has framed as an ‘impasse’, where “socially
constructed questions are proposed as’ themes’ in front of which we have to
position ourselves”. In the words of Paolo Virno, such condition corresponds to a
‘publicness without a public sphere’. Dependent on the wealth of the rich, on
debt, on the free labour of those involved, critical discourses cannot find a form
beyond the enclosed space in which it is produced, those ‘post-democratic
institutions’ that Colin Crouch has described as ‘shells’ of the social democracies
that once organised the public sphere. There is no point therefore in
proliferating public programmes. If we believe that critical discourse is
important, it is more important to work for de-alienating our work places. The
Goldsmiths Participatory People’s Tribunal has led to a Gold Paper, a set of
proposals for changes in governance that is currently being discussed with the
board of the university. Elsewhere, it is equally important tot ‘talk shop’. What
could a museum activist be in this context?
Paul GOODWIN invited the reflection to expand its gaze beyond Europe in order
to understand the EU context. Referencing the ongoing student protests in South
Africa he asked what could be learned from them? As someone who in the past
has tasked with a diversity remit at Tate Britain, he understands that crosscultural
preoccupations (ref. Walter Harris) stand at odds with a diversity
agenda, which tend to be limited to a question of representation and identity.
The “questions and topics coming from the microcosm that is the Caribbean
region, for instance, did not just appear, but they are a critical imaginary in
reaction to the experiment that was the Caribbean region.” Pondering on how to
speak to fascists, and how to react to the internal logics of a culture that is prone
to patronizing celebrations, Goodwin proposed that the starting point has to do
with the ways in which we allow the other to inhabit ourselves. Against ‘NGO
art’, Goodwin proposed Eduard Glissant notion of ‘opacity’ as the ‘right not to be
understood’. Opacity is thus different from invisibility. It also stands against
‘transparency’ as the paradigm of western knowledge. In this respect, racism is a
refusal of what one does not understand, and it is always a matter of power. In
this respect, it is important to notice the tendency to differentiate between public
programmers who put on events for the university educated members of the
public, and the education officers who are called upon to cater for ‘other’ people.
There are still many ‘modes of nostalgia’ operating in the field that need to be
addressed and challenged.
Janna GRAHAM begun with a critique of the notion of ‘platforms’ as an operative
metaphor through which art institutions conceive of their public role. A platform
is a raised surface, literally, and while there is an ongoing critique of online
platforms as capitalist entities facilitating a rentiere economy, less has been done
to challenge the purported neutrality and benevolence of art platforms. Within
this scenario, the figure of the theorist operates as a key component for the
development of the institution as a critical brand. Such figure has crucially no
commitment to the consequences of the ideas he speaks about. Public
programming thus emerges as another name for the unequal division of labour
within institutions. To counter this, Graham proposed to reclaim other histories
of adult education in order to reclaim public programming as a resource (after
all, aren’t institutions the spaces for the (re)production of resources?). What is at
stake in radical public programming would be the production of a common that
is impaired by hierarchies. And the first requirement for such an activity would
be to be ‘explicit about the contradictions we are inhabiting’.
Jason BOWMAN spoke about a project he was commissioned to do. ‘Out in the
City’ in Manchester, with a collective of senior LGBT inhabitants. He opened by
declaring that it is very difficult for artists to refuse commissions, and yet the
terms are often pre-set by those who issue the invite. Including the very notion
of ‘reaching out’, which he finds deeply problematic. The project was a reaction
to the prevalent ‘privatized notion of care’, and an exploration of coresponsibility
as a reaction to de-funding, alternative to the return to a notion of
‘family’, which the LGBT moment worked so hard to decentralise and
denaturalise. The project also wanted to celebrate Manchester’s LGBT scene as
the biggest gay village in Europe, but at the same time a city that is the site of
violence and gentrification. The commission was in the context of an exhibition
about surrealism. Bowman started from a reflection of art as a ‘post-public space’
(Andrea Fraser): “I went to art school to learn how to be a gay man”, he
remarked. The project worked with archival material from a 1936 collective trial
of 29 gay man based living near Manchester as a group. In the 30s aversion
therapy was used (check). In order to bring someone to trial for homosexuality,
they often raided the homes. The powder puff was often used as a piece of
evidence. 1936 was also the year of BBC first broadcast (of the trial?). Bowman
thus facilitated a collective archival research to find the statements of these men.
The group found out that 2 members of the original commissioning board were
part of the ‘36 trial. Also, Bowman worked with court artists ‘as their work often
carries a different ethic”. The final work however was evicted from the surrealist
exhibition, as it was found offensive. Via ‘programatization’, the
museum killed the work through a technicality. Thus, the only mode available to
the gay community is the celebratory one. The notion of the permissive society in
this light only leads to the commercialised culture of the dark room, betraying
the original stakes of the battle for legality, which also importantly conceived of
minorities not as a numerical issue, but as one of power. In concluding, Bowman
address the division between curating, education and events within art
institutions, proposing that greater demands shall be placed upon these,
particularly the demand for a participatory and democratic budget to allocate
the resources to each of these functions is crucial. Minorities have to obtain a
greater share of the available resources within institutions, and not become
minor affiliates of the existing structures. Otherwise, even great results achieved
by a collective project such as his will not impact the institution in any way.
Collective discussion
The second part of the day was set up as group discussions among all
participants and speakers who where divided in three groups that later reported
back to each other. Some of the issues that emerged during the discussion where:
- The problematic way in which institutions talk about ‘targeting’
audiences – what methodologies are used? Who counts as the ‘public?’ the
work with specific constituencies is often driven by curatorial agendas, so
that interpellation, while well meaning, remains little more than a
gesture.
- How do we evaluate what we do as public programmers?
- Is public programming popular because it is cheaper than exhibition
cycles? How much free labour goes on in this context, in exchange for
visibility?
- The imperative of hosting ‘visible’ activities is becoming a point of
pressure for cultural institutions – is it simply a matter of ‘spectacle of
participation’?
- None of the speakers chose to address the UK referendum results and the
concomitant rise of anti intellectualism and xenophobia in relation to
public programming and it plausible transformations in the near future.
Why? Is it too soon? Are we in denial as a sector that the liberal premises
of art funding are being eroded and delegitimised?
- The growing professionalization of the sector (museum education,
curating, etc.…) and public programming as one of the occasions where
there is still a politics of remaining unprofessional.
- Until recently, for artists to be within and against the institution seemed
like a viable critical stance to take, however after the neoliberal
transformation of our institutions is this strategy still viable?
- Are our institutions resources to be protected and reclaimed, or are they
too far gone?
- How can we expose where does critical thinking come from? Link it with
concrete processes and situations and struggles also in terms of its
accountability, both symbolic and material?
- What kind of training is needed to support artists who are able to engage
with critical discourse and active with different constituencies, past
‘gesturing’ as a superficial kind of commitment?
- Notions of co-design and co-production very popular in other fields, could
this be something to be further developed within art institutions and art
making too?
- How else can we give value to what we do?
